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Letter - T1. Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians.
Signatory - Les W. Ramirez.

Response to Comment T1-1
Your comments are noted. Please refer to individual comment
responses below for the specific comments in your letter.
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Response to Comment T1-2
As described in the response to comment T1-4, the Draft EIR/EIS has
been revised to provide additional information on the impacts to trust
assets and proposed mitigation. These changes are indicated in this
Final EIR/EIS in Section 3.9.

Response to Comment T1-3
Refer to the Master Response on HydrologyDevelopment of the
Baseline in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS. For tribal asset issues, refer
to the revised Indian Trust Assets section (Section 3.9 of this Final
EIR/EIS).

Response to Comment T1-4
The tribe's water rights have not been adjudicated or quantified. It is
beyond the scope of the EIR/EIS to speculate about the outcome of
future water rights determinations. The Draft EIR/EIS has been revised
to include a better description of potential impacts to the groundwater
resources utilized by the tribe, and of proposed mitigation of those
impacts. This change is indicated in this Final EIR/EIS in Section 3.9.
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Response to Comment T1-5
HCP Approach 1 has been eliminated from further consideration in the
Final EIR/EIS. Refer to the Master Response on BiologyApproach to
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 9 of this Final
EIR/EIS. Also, refer to the Master Response on BiologyTiming of
Implementation of Biological Mitigation Measures in Section 9 of this
Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment T1-6
The description of the HCP area in the HCP (Section 1.4) does not
specify that only the area within 0.5 foot of the Sea is included in the
HCP area. Further, the HCP addresses impacts to covered species
using the Salton Sea and adjacent areas that could be influenced by
reductions in the surface water elevation of the Sea. For example,
Salton Sea - 3 of the Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy
addresses potential changes in all of "adjacent wetland" areas
dominated by tamarisk scrub regardless of its location. As part of the
existing conditions, the Salton Sea is described in Section 2.3.2.4 of the
HCP.

Response to Comment T1-7
The Draft EIR/EIS has been revised to address this comment. These
changes are indicated in this Final EIR/EIS in Section 3.9.

A number of historical studies have been conducted to assess the
chemical quality of sediments underlying the Salton Sea. Most of the
studies have been limited in spatial extent to locations of particular
interest or concern and often to specific constituents of concern.
However, one 1999 study involved a widespread reconnaissance
investigation of Salton Sea sediments, and sediment samples were
analyzed for a suite of organic and inorganic constituents.

The results of these studies represent a starting point for assessing the
potential human health and/or  ecological impacts of the exposure of
Salton Sea sediments that would occur if the level of the Salton Sea
recedes in the future. However, human and ecological risk is a
combination of the presence of constituents of concern and the
pathway or exposure, as discussed in the Master Response on
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Air QualityHealth Effects Associated with Dust Emissions.

Widespread Survey of Salton Sea Sediments

LFR Levine-Fricke (1999) conducted sediment samples in two phases from bottom sediments across the entire Salton Sea. A total of 57 grab samples (0 - 15 cm) and 16 core samples
(0 - 180 cm depth in 30-cm increments) were collected in both phases and analyzed for a range of inorganic and organic chemicals of interest.

Inorganic chemicals were identified by the authors as being of "potential ecological concern" if concentrations were found to be in excess of a maximum baseline concentration for soils
in the western U.S. The inorganic constituents found to be of potential ecological concern were:

• Cadmium
• Copper
• Molybdenum
• Nickel
• Zinc
• Selenium

The concentrations of these elements were compared to reference values for potential effects of concentrations on organisms living in submerged sediments where these
concentrations exist. The primary reference values used by the authors for comparison of these sediment concentrations are National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
biological effects range low (ERL) and effects range medium (ERM). ERMs are concentrations at which 50% of the studies for a particular chemical showed biological effects, and ERLs
are the concentrations at which 10% of the studies showed biological effects. ERLs are generally interpreted to be "rarely" associated with adverse ecological effects. However, no ERL
or ERM values are reported for selenium or molybdenum, so alternative references were chosen for these. For selenium, the reference value selected is sediment concentrations
recommended  by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board as suitable for use in cover (0.7 mg/kg) and non-cover (1.4 mg/kg) sediment in created wetlands. For
molybdenum, the maximum baseline value for western soils (4.0 mg/kg) was used for comparison. Reported ranges of concentrations of these inorganic elements of concern are
summarized in Tables 1 and 2.

Note that these reference values, except for the western soils baseline value, are associated with potential effects of concentrations on organisms living in submerged sediments.

For potential human effects comparison, additional reference values, the EPA Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs), are reported in Tables 1 and 2. The PRGs combine current EPA
toxicity values with "standard" exposure factors to estimate contaminant concentrations in environmental media (soil, air, water) that are considered protective of humans, including
sensitive groups, over a lifetime (EPA, 2000). Exceeding a PRG suggests that further evaluation of the potential risks that may be posed by site contaminants is appropriate. The PRGs
reported here represent standard exposure factors and do not necessarily reflect site-specific risk due to unique circumstances. The PRGs reported here are for residential and
industrial soil settings.

The inorganic constituent identified by the LFR Levine-Fricke study as being of highest potential concern was selenium. Most selenium concentrations measured were in the range of
0 - 2 mg/kg, but 10 out of 73 samples were above 2 mg/kg, with a maximum of 8.5 mg/kg. The highest selenium concentrations were found in the northern two-thirds of the lake.

Another potential chemical of concern detected in the lakebed sediments is arsenic. The LFR Levine-Fricke study did not find elevated levels of arsenic in the Salton Sea sediments
relative to the maximum baseline concentration for soils in the western U.S., and therefore, it was not characterized by the study as being of potential ecological concern. In fact, as
shown in Tables 1 and 2, the background level of arsenic in the some western U.S. soils already exceeds EPA's Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG) for arsenic in residential soil.

Levels of a range of organic constituents were also measured as part of the study, but generally low and narrow ranges of concentrations were measured (see Table 3).

Focused Sediment Sampling in Alamo River Delta Area of Salton Sea

Setmire et al. (1993) conducted sampling of bottom sediments in a small area in the southeast portion of the Salton Sea near where the Alamo River enters the Sea. Sediment samples
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were collected at 16 sites. Selenium concentrations in these sediments ranged from 0.2 mg/kg to 2.5 mg/kg.

Other Sediment Concentration Reports

A number of other more limited studies have collected and analyzed Salton Sea sediment samples. These sampling efforts were mostly targeted to specific locations where problems
due to local conditions were expected to exist. Specific examples include offshore of the U.S. Navy's Salton Sea Test Base, where non-explosive test ordnance has been dropped into
the sea, and the outlets of major tributaries such as the Alamo and New Rivers. In these areas, elevated concentrations of specific organic and inorganic constituents associated with
specific activities or land uses in these areas have been found.

Tables 1 and 2
 Inorganic Constituent Concentration Summary
Concentrations shown are ranges reported by LFR Levine-Fricke (1999), in a sea-wide survey of Salton Sea bottom sediments.

Salton Sea Sediments

Reported Concentration (mg/kg or ppm)
Constituent High Mean ERL1 ERM1
Cadmium 5.8 2.35 1.2 9.6
Copper 53 13.98 34 270
Molybdenum 194 25.70
Nickel 33 17.14 20.9 51.6
Zinc 190 39.88 150 410
Selenium 8.5 1.30
Arsenic 7.1 3.10
Arsenic 7.1 0.00

Various Reference Concentrations (mg/kg or ppm)
Constituent Wetlands

Cover Soil
Suit2

Wetlands
Noncover
Soil Suit2

Western
Soils
Maximum
Baseline3

EPA PRG
Residenti
al Soil4

EPA PRG
Industrial
Soil4

Cadmium 37 810
Copper 90 2,900 76,000
Molybdenum 4 390 10,000
Nickel 66 1,600 41,000
Zinc 180 23,000 100,000
Selenium 0.7 1.4 1.4 390 10,000
Arsenic 22nc 440nc

Arsenic 0.39ca 2.7ca

Notes:
1
 NOAA Biological Effects Range Low (ERL) and Biological Effects Range Medium (ERM) are guidelines used to evaluate whether submerged sediment chemical concentrations are
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within ranges that have been reported to be associated with biological effects. ERM - concentration at which 50% of studies for a particular chemical showed biological effects in biota
living in submerged sediments. ERL - are the concentrations at which 10% of the studies showed biological effects.
2
 Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Region guidelines for sediment suitable for cover (low value) or noncover (higher value) sediment in wetlands creation.

3
 Maximum "baseline value" for soils of the Western United States based on analysis of samples of

733 samples of undisturbed soils form throughout the Western U.S. by Shacklette and Boerngen (1984), Element Concentrations in soils and other surficial materials of the
conterminous United States: U.S. Geological Survey Professional Paper 1270, 105 pp.
4
EPA Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) combine current EPA toxicity values with "standard" exposure factors to estimate contaminant concentrations in environmental media

(soil, air, water) that are considered protective of humans, including sensitive groups, over a lifetime. Exceeding a PRG suggests that further evaluation of the potential risks that may be
posed by site contaminants is appropriate. The PRGs reported here represent standard exposure factors and do not necessarily reflect site-specific risk due to unique circumstances.
nc

Non-cancer risk PRG equate to a hazard quotient of 1 for noncarcinogenic concerns.
ca

Cancer risk PRG equates to a one-in-a-million cancer risk. According to the EPA PRG documentation, naturally occurring arsenic in soils are frequently higher than the cancer risk-
based PRG. Because of this EPA Region 9 has at times used the non-cancer PRG to evaluate sites, recognizing that this value tends to be above background levels yet still falls within
the range of soil concentrations that equates to EPA's "acceptable" cancer risk of 10E-6 to 10E-4.

Table 3. Organic Constituent Concentration Summary
Concentrations shown are ranges reported by LFR Levine-Fricke (1999), in a sea-wide survey of Salton Sea bottom sediments.

Reference Concentrations
Detected Constituent Maximum

Detection
Limit  (µg/kg
dry weight)*

 Number of
Sites with
Detects (from
73 sites)

Highest
Reported
Concentration
(µg/kg dry
weight)

 EPA PRG
Residential
Soil

 EPA PRG
Industrial
Soil

1,2,4 Trimethylbenzene 77 1 700 54,000 170,000
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 77 2 230 21,000 70,000
2-Butanone 77 51 536 NA NA
Acetone 95 6 1,526 1,600,000 6,200,000
Benzene 77 1 43 650 1,500
Carbon Disulfide 16 69 5,000 360,000 720,000
n-Propylbenzene 77 1 77 140,000 240,000
Naphthalene 77 1 110 56,000 190,000
o-Xylene 77 1 45 210,000 210,000

Note:
* Detection limits vary according to test methods and presence of interference. Retesting with lower detection limits was conducted for some samples.

(Note: In addition to the sediment information summary presented here, also refer to the Master Responses on Air QualityHealth Effects Associated with Dust Emissions and on Air
QualitySalton Sea Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS for more information on plans to evaluate and mitigate for potential health effects
associated with exposed sediments. See also the EPA website factsheet on Selenium [EPA 2002].)
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Response to Comment T1-8
Please refer to the Master Response on BiologyApproach to the
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 9 in this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment T1-9
Please refer to the Master Response on BiologyApproach to the
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 9 in this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment T1-10
Please refer to the Master Response on BiologyApproach to the
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 9 in this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment T1-11
The Draft EIR/EIS has been revised to include additional information on
the Tribe's concerns about impacts to fish and wildlife resources. These
changes are indicated in this Final EIR/EIS in Section 3.9. The
proposed HCP Approach 2 (now referred to as Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy) would fully mitigate impacts to sport fish and
related recreation. Also, please refer to the Master Response on
RecreationMitigation for Salton Sea Sport Fishery in Section 9 of this
Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment T1-12
The approach to addressing Salton Sea impacts has been revised to
avoid impacts through the use of additional water to offset reductions in
inflow to the Sea resulting from water conservation and transfer (see
the Master Response on Biology—Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in Section 9 in this Final EIR/EIS). This revised
approach does not preclude the use of water from other sources.
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Response to Comment T1-13
Each of the various Salton Sea mitigation approaches considered in the
HCP, including the Pacific Institute and Tri-Delta proposals, contained a
high level of uncertainty regarding the ultimate outcome; therefore, they
were removed from further consideration. Upon further review  with
USFWS and CDFG, and in consideration of comments on the Draft
EIR/EIS, HCP Approach 1 also was removed from consideration.
Please refer to the Master Responses on BiologyApproach to Salton
Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy and HydrologyDevelopment of the
Baseline in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment T1-14
The Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy includes specific
measures that are intended to adequately minimize and mitigate the
impact of the take of any pupfish as a result of IID's covered activities.
These measures include provisions to ensure connectivity among
drains when salinity in the Salton Sea effectively precludes the ability of
pupfish to use the Sea as a migration conduit. This measure outlines a
strategy for mitigating impacts that would occur, if at all, about 70 years
into the future. The measure clearly defines the intent and objective of
the action (see measure Salton Sea-2 in the HCP,  Appendix C of this
Final EIR/EIS) and outlines possible approaches to constructing these
connections. Although development of the construction details would be
deferred, sufficient information is provided to give the HCP
Implementation Team clear guidance on the intent of the measure, and
to give the public and decisionmakers an understanding of the potential
impacts. Similarly, the elements of the other measures intended to
mitigate the impact of take of pupfish and to contribute to recovery
contain sufficient information to clearly understand the commitment and
obligations of IID and the potential impacts of implementing these
measures. Some of the details of these measures will be developed by
the HCP Implementation Team as part of the adaptive management
program. Since release of the Draft EIR/EIS and HCP, IID has reviewed
each of the elements of the pupfish conservation strategy with USFWS
and CDFG, and has revised the HCP to address outstanding concerns.
In addition, the adaptive management approach for desert pupfish in
the HCP was revised to provide greater clarity. See  Appendix C of the
Final EIR/EIS for the revised version of the HCP.



10-560

Response to Comment T1-15
The roles and responsibilities of the Habitat Conservation Plan Implementation Team have been more clearly defined in Chapters 3, 4 and 5 of the HCP. The HCP IT will serve in an
advisory capacity, providing recommendations and guidance in implementing the HCP. Compliance with the HCP measures will remain the sole responsibility of IID. Furthermore, while
the HCP Implementation Team can make recommendations on various management actions, the USFWS and CDFG retain approval authority over various aspects of the HCP as
identified in the Chapters 3, 4, and 5 of the revised HCP (see  Appendix C of the Final EIR/EIS).

Response to Comment T1-16
Please refer to the Master Response on HydrologyDevelopment of the Baseline in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment T1-17
Please refer to the Master Response on HydrologyDevelopment of
the Baseline in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment T1-18
Please refer to the Master Responses on HydrologyDevelopment of
the Baseline and BiologyApproach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS. In addition, the
following detailed information is offered:

A draft paper titled "EFFECT OF SALT PRECIPITATION ON
HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED SALINITIES OF THE SALTON SEA:
SUMMARY COMMENTS FROM WORKSHOP AT UC (RIVERSIDE)"
(2001) summarizes joint expert opinions relative to salt precipitation
and/or biologic reduction within the Salton Sea. This paper is the basis
for the 0.7 to 1.2 million tons per year adjustments to salinity within the
Salton Sea Accounting Model. The workshop participants and panel
experts made no conclusions relative to future increases in parameters
such as the salinity of the Salton Sea. In addition, there are no other
known scientific investigations pertinent to this issue. As a result, there
is no available scientific basis for precipitation increase and/or reduction
as salinity rises in the future within the Salton Sea Accounting Model.
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Response to Comment T1-19
Please refer to the Master Response on HydrologySelenium
Mitigation in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment T1-20
Please refer to the Master Response on HydrologySelenium
Mitigation in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment T1-21
As noted by the commenter, the salinity trajectory of the Salton Sea will
be influenced by how water conservation is achieved. The EIR/EIS and
HCP present and encompass the range of salinization rates that could
occur at various levels of conservation and through various methods of
conservation. The Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy is
designed to address the worst case but is flexible enough to be
applicable to the range of conservation levels and methods that could
be employed. The presentation of salinity projections for the Salton Sea
and associated discussion contained in Section 3.3.2.1 of the HCP also
has been revised to include confidence intervals of salinity levels to
show the range of potential impacts (see Appendix C in this Final
EIR/EIS).

The commenter appears to have misinterpreted the statement "the
difference between the salinity projections with implementation of the
water conservation and transfer programs and the baseline would not
be expected to change substantially." This statement  is not intended to
mean that there is no difference in the salinity projections under the
Baseline and the Proposed Project. Rather, it indicates that while there
is a difference in the salinity trajectories of the baseline and the
Proposed Project, the magnitude of the difference would stay the same
in consideration of other factors because other factors would act equally
on the Baseline and the Proposed Project.
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Response to Comment T1-22
The HCP has been revised to include more detailed evaluations of the
impact of the Proposed Project and the effects of the mitigation on
special-status species. The EIR/EIS references the species-specific
evaluations contained in the HCP where appropriate.

The evaluation of impacts to biological resources of the Salton Sea is
based on assessing changes in the values provided by the Sea and
subsequently how groups of species using these values could be
affected. For example, shorebirds are addressed in the evaluation of
changes in invertebrate resources of the Salton Sea and changes in the
extent of mudflat and shallow water habitat. An evaluation of the effects
of the Proposed Project on each species individually is not necessary to
disclose the nature and magnitude of the Project's impacts on biological
resources or to determine their significance.

Response to Comment T1-23
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology Approach to the
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 9 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment T1-24
The approach to addressing potential impacts to piscivorous birds at
the Salton Sea was revised (see Master Response on BiologySalton
Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS).
Under the revised approach, IID would offset reductions in inflow to the
Sea resulting from water transfer by supplying water to the Sea. This
approach would result in the maintenance or reduction in salinity
relative to the Baseline until the year 2030 and provide an overall
benefit to the sport fish in the Sea. Also, see response to
Comment T1-14.

Response to Comment T1-25
As stated in the Draft EIR/EIS, odors in the Salton Sea are most likely
primarily associated with the effects of eutrophication. Eutrophication
occurs as a result of nutrient inflows from agricultural drainage. In this
process, algae production is limited by the availability of phosphorus.
When the algae respire, dissolved oxygen is consumed from the Sea.
Dissolved oxygen deficits are thought to be responsible for fish die-offs
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Response to Comment T1-25 (continued)

which contribute to odor problems at the Salton Sea. Decomposition and sulfate reduction processes are also likely contributors to odors. TMDLs for phosphates in the New and Alamo
Rivers are expected to be proposed to reduce loading of phosphates in the Salton Sea. Implementation of these TMDLs could be expected to result in reduced odor occurrences. See
Master Response on HydrologyTMDLs  in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.

With the Proposed Project, implementation of the Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy will maintain Baseline inflows into the Sea until about 2035. Depending on the source water
used for mitigation water, the loading of phosphates could remain the same as the Baseline or be improved. After 2030, when IID's obligation to maintain salinity levels in the Salton Sea
at Baseline conditions ceases, inflows to the Salton Sea will fall below Baseline levels. At that point, unless a Restoration Project has been successfully implemented, it is expected that
the fishery will have ceased to reproduce and will no longer exist. Thus odors from fish die-offs will not be a factor. Also, after 2035, inflows to the Sea will be reduced, also reducing the
loading of phosphorus into the Salton Sea. Although the Sea will be decreasing in size at the same the time flows are reduced, the effects of the implementation of the TMDLs could
result in an improved condition in terms of the loading of TMDLs in relationship to the amount of water in the Sea.

Given the complexity of the interrelationship of phosphate inputs, water quantity and water quality, it is not possible to quantify a change in odor that could be expected from
implementation of the Project. However, compared to the existing condition and projected ongoing eutrophication conditions at the Salton Sea, the effects of the Proposed Project on
odors is expected to be less than significant, as stated in the Draft EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment T1-26
The HCP only addresses impacts to the 96 species that are proposed for coverage in the incidental take permits. Impacts from changes in shoreline habitat and creation of land bridges
are evaluated for covered species, and appropriate mitigation is included in the Habitat Conservation Strategies. Impacts of the Proposed Project on species of shorebirds and colonial
nesting birds that are not covered species in the HCP are addressed in Impacts BR-49 and BR-48, respectively, in the Draft EIR/EIS (Section 3.2).

Response to Comment T1-27
Please refer to the Master Response on Air QualitySalton Sea Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment T1-28
Please refer to the Master Response on Air QualitySalton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 9 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment T1-29
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology-Approach to Salton
Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 9 in this Final EIR/EIS. In
addition, the previous Draft EIR/EIS has been revised to address this
and other comments on Environmental Justice and ITAs. These
changes are indicated in Sections 3.15 and 3.8 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment T1-30
Impacts to habitats and associated wildlife species in the Imperial
Valley would be mitigated under the HCP through creation of additional
habitat or protection of existing habitat. This additional habitat creation
and protection would serve to offset any habitat losses in the Imperial
Valley that occur as a result of the covered activities, including water
conservation and transfer. For example, under the Drain Habitat
Conservation Strategy, an acreage of managed marsh equivalent to the
total acreage of existing vegetation in the drains would be created.
Because no substantial changes in the extent of vegetation in the
drains is expected, the Drain Habitat Conservation Strategy is expected
to increase the amount of habitat in the Imperial Valley for species
associated with drain habitat. As the HCP would compensate for lost
habitat value for habitats in the Imperial Valley, the occurrence of
special-status species on the Reservation would not be expected to
change.
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Letter - T2. Colorado River Indian Tribes Office of the
Attorney General. Signatory - Eric N. Shepard.
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Response to Comment T2-1
As described in Section 3.1.2 of the IA EIS, which is incorporated into
this EIR/EIS by reference, different but interrelated modeling efforts and
impact analyses were necessary to estimate changes from the IA and
IOP due to the fundamental nature of each component of the Proposed
Project. For example, the IA is in effect at all times, while the IOP
represents variable year-to-year changes. We analyzed the cumulative
effects by "layering" the effect of the IOP (assuming either the average
or "worse case" impacts) onto impacts of the IA. We believe that this
method is appropriately used in the assessment of the relative
differences between Baseline and Proposed Project conditions.

Response to Comment T2-2
Reclamation completed two analyses to determine the biological
impacts of the Proposed Project. The first analysis was used to
determine the impacts to groundwater and Southwestern willow
flycatcher habitat impacts. This analysis assumed the average daily
flow releases from Parker Dam (with and without the Proposed Project)
were routed downstream to various points along the Colorado River.
The downstream water surface elevations were determined from the
attenuated average daily flow. The change in water surface elevation,
at a particular site downstream of Parker Dam, was determined from
the difference of the water surface elevations with and without the water
transfers. Using the amount of reduced water surface elevation,
groundwater changes were predicted adjacent to the river. Using the
changed groundwater maps, potential acreages of impacted
Southwestern willow flycatcher was determined.

The second analysis was used to determine the impacts to the open
water in the main channel, and open water in backwaters that are
connected to the main channel. In this analysis, the daily minimum
flows from Parker Dam were routed downstream to various points along
the Colorado River. The downstream water surface elevations were
determined from the attenuated minimum daily flow. The change in
water surface elevation, at a particular site downstream of Parker Dam,
was determined from the difference of the water surface elevations with
and without the water transfers. Using the amount of reduced water
surface elevations, groundwater changes were predicted adjacent to
the river. Using the changed groundwater maps, potential acreages of
impacted open water and emergent vegetation were determined.
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